Distribution and Causation of Species Endangerment in the United States
A. Dobson et al. (1) provide a description of the geographic distribution of endangered species in the United States. They also examine the associations between the density of endangered species and the intensity of human economic activities, with the use of the annual statistical survey of the United States (2) . Their effort (1) was too abbreviated for prudent policy implications. The statistical survey of the United States does not provide data on all economic activity, and it says nothing of endangerment causation. Extrapolating correlation to causation is fraught with assumption (3) . With the use of the only encyclopedic account of endangered species available (4-6), we compiled a database of the 877 American threatened and endangered species listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service up until 1995 and the causes of their endangerment that have been operational since passage of the Endangered Species Act. We identified 18 causes of endangerment (Table 1) .
Most endangered species are endangered by several causes, and it is rarely possible to determine the relative importance of each cause. By the time a species is endangered, however, any loss of individuals is critical, so that the "relativity" of importance loses relevance for any given species. We suggest, therefore, that the importance of a cause to overall species endangerment generally corresponds to the frequency with which it is found to endanger species.
Dobson et al. (1, p. 552) found that "the overall density of endangered species is correlated with one anthropogenic and one climatic variable (correlation coefficient r 2 ϭ 0.80, P Ͻ 0.01): the value of agricultural output and either average temperature or rainfall." Agriculture is a major cause of endangerment, but it is less important than nonnative species and urbanization (7) . Furthermore, there is a host of economic activities that greatly exceeds agriculture in importance, in a cumulative sense ( Table  1) . As do previous commentaries on our paper (3), Czech and Krausman imply that we favor a conservation strategy based solely on endangered species hot spots. We recognize that identifying national hot spots is but one component of many strategies that are required to successfully conserve biodiversity. We maintain, however, that this component is an essential one, given the urgency of the problem. Much as we agree that the increasingly consumptive human population of the United States is the root cause of our environmental crisis, it would not be wise to wait for policy-makers to agree on and implement the fundamental changes to the economy and society required to guarantee the long-term survival of endangered species. With funding for endangered species protection increasing at a much slower rate than the number of endangered species (Fig. 1 Editor's note: Clemett and Zare's mention of nonexistent correspondence resulted from a confusing presentation of materials sent to them by Science. It should have been omitted from their response before publication, and the subsequent correction was also incorrect. Science regrets the two errors. 
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